
Rancho Peñasquitos Planning Board 
Meeting Minutes 

June 2, 2010 
 

 
Attendees: Dan Barker, Jon Becker, Joost Bende, Morri Chowaiki, Thom Clark, Bill Diehl, 

Bill Dumka, John Keating, Lynn Murphy, Jeanine Politte, Keith Rhodes, Scot 
Sandstrom, John Spelta, Dennis Spurr  

Absent:  Jim LaGrone, Charles Sellers, Mike Shoecraft 
Community Members & Guests (Voluntary Sign-in): Lynn Davis, Ruben Andrews 
 

 
1. The meeting was called to order Jon Becker, Vice Chair, in the Chair’s absence at 7:40pm at 

the Doubletree Golf Resort located at 14455 Peñasquitos Drive, San Diego, California 
92129. A Quorum was present. 

2. Agenda Modifications:  
Becker noted that Michael Prinz brought an item to the LUC that is time sensitive needing to 
be added to the agenda tonight, briefly described the initiation. 
Motion: To add agenda action item: Initiation of Trail Realignment/Community Plan 
Amendment, a time sensitive matter requested by Michael Prinz, CPCI representative. M/S/C 
– Sandstrom/Diehl/Approved, 13 in favor – 0 against – 0 abstentions. 

3. MINUTES: Corrections were recommended. 
Motion:  To approve the May 5, 2010 Rancho Peñasquitos Planning Board Meeting minutes 
as corrected. M/S/C - Sandstrom/Bende/Approved 10 in favor – 0 against - 3 abstentions 
(Chowaiki, Sandstrom, Spelta). 
Note: Minutes were later amended on 6/17/10 to reflect correction to statement on Telecom 
project processes in Business item a) Clearwire Ragweed Street project per Karen Lynch-
Ashcraft, Development Services Dept., email. 

4. Guests: 
a. Representatives from Public Safety Agencies were not present. 

5. NON-AGENDA, PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
a. Bill Diehl remarked about problems already cropping up in City Parks; young people 

drinking and misbehaving. He asked residents to be aware and report these activities this 
summer. 

6. ANNOUNCEMENTS & INFORMATION ITEMS: 
a. San Diego City Mayoral Office – Stephen Lew was not present. 
b. San Diego City Council District 1 Report – Stephen Heverly 

• Councilmember Lightner & Heverly toured District 3 with Councilmember Gloria. 
• Rolling Black Outs continue; Lightner is pressing the Mayor’s Office to submit their 

list of budget cuts evaluated prior to choosing the Black Outs, which the Mayor’s 
Office has refused to produce at this time. Final Budget review/approval by City 
Council is scheduled for June 14, 2010. Alternatives and cost recovery fees have been 
proposed by City Council members to be evaluated as alternative to Black Outs of 
Public Safety services. 
- Becker asked about the costs incurred during a recent PQ Canyon injury. Heverly 
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stated that it would be a general fund expense like other fire rescue operations using a 
helicopter (cliffs, canyons, etc.).  

• Councilmember Lightner attended the PQ-NE Action Group’s Community Picnic and 
is planning to hold Community Coffees. The 1st Coffee will be held on June 12th, 9-
11am at Café 56 (Black Mtn. Rd. Von’s Shopping Center) and again on July 10th at 
Champagne Bakery in Del Mar Highlands Shopping Center (Carmel Valley). Heverly 
will forward June invitation to RPPB Secretary to distribute. 

• City Staff is working on PPH traffic issues that were discussed last month: repainting 
the bike lane, new bike lane signage, and adding a Hidden Driveway sign. 

• Angled parking along Salmon River Rd. near Dog Park – the original study showed 
there was adequate parking available, but per RPPB’s request a 2nd study will be done 
in June during the times that RPPB recommended. It was also noted by Diehl that the 
YMCA will close off a portion of their parking lot to accommodate their summer 
program buses, leaving fewer spaces for residents who are using the park. There will 
also be a loss of handicap parking spaces near the park. Heverly also noted that City 
Staff realized that handicapped parking was inadequate and will be painting 
additional blue curbed parking along the street. 

c. San Diego City Planning & Community Investment Report – Michael Prinz, no report. 
7. BUSINESS. 

a. Initiation of Trail Realignment & Community Plan Amendment (Action Item) – 
Michael Prinz 
This matter is time sensitive and Prinz apologized for the late notice. The Initiation of 
Trail Realignment and Community Plan Amendment will allow City staff to evaluate 
options being proposed by Park & Rec for realigning public trails within the Rancho 
Peñasquitos and Torrey Highlands communities as well as 4 other planning group’s 
parks/trails; recommendations will be brought back to RPPB for review and approval, 
then go before the Planning Commission followed by the City Council. The amendment 
to Community Plan would also change the General Plan so all 5 Planning Board areas are 
being evaluated in concert. Series of findings that need to be present to initiate: change 
will provide additional public benefit, is consistent with goals & policies of community 
plan, and impacts to all facilities. 
i. Planning Board Member Comments:  

• Rhodes noted concerns with trails through Rhodes Crossing as represented on the 
handout. It was noted that LUC discussed the inaccuracies of the handout. 

• Becker asked if Park & Rec would come before us about the nuances of the 
realignment. Sandstrom wanted assurances that the trails would differentiate 
between all trail types: pedestrian, bikes, equestrian, multi-use. Becker asked if 
the trail realignment will include the proposed trails presented by Rod Simmons 
(Trail for all People). Prinz stated all proposals will be evaluated. 

• Diehl inquired on status of Bylaws revisions for the Los Peñasquitos Canyon 
Preserve CAC. Heverly is working to get RPPB a seat on the CAC and once 
revised will need City Council approval before revision takes effect. 

• Heverly noted that all affected planning groups would need to approve the 
changes/amendments to their community plan; Prinz agreed. 

Motion: To approve Initiation of the Community Plan Amendment for Trail Realignment 
with analysis results brought back to RPPB for review and approval. M/S/C – Sandstrom/ 
Bende/Approved, 13 in favor – 0 against – 1 abstention (Rhodes). 
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b. Clearwire Evergreen Nursery Telecomm Project (Action Item) – Becky Siskowski  
Becker noted that Siskowski was not present at the LUC meeting to ask her questions. 
i. Planning Board Member Comments:   

• Bende asked for confirmation from Siskowski whether they presented to the City  
dishes in line with the trunk of tree painted to match. Siskowski stated that the 
City wants all dishes in the fronds not on the trunk, City ordinance for wireless 
telecomm states that all microwaves must be concealed. 

• Murphy, referencing the Westview H.S. application of the the “pizza box” sized 
microwaves, can’t these be used in this application; only on spur sites. 4-2′ 
microwaves and swapped out for a couple for 12′′ pizza boxes to shrink pineapple 
and mounted with 2 panel antennas. Pipe mounts have been cut down to match 
size. 

• Bende, what’s the likelihood of reducing the equipment, shrinking the pineapple, 
on this tree and adding an additional tree. Siskowski stated that the compound 
does not have room to add another tree. 10′ x 20′ shelter is centered in 40′ x 30′ 
compound. Siskowski stated that a new tree would need to clear the other palm 
fronds and the fencing; didn’t think there was room for additional tree. Becker 
asked if others were planning to add facilities there? Siskowski not aware of new. 

• Politte added that she did not like the large pineapple idea; service expansion will 
continue and we don’t want to set precedent for additional large pineapple trees or 
large unattractive telecomm installations in our community. Bende suggested 
building a water tower installation; Sandstrom inquired if a false water tower, 
similar to another local application, might be the lessor of two evils. 

• Becker asked if more live trees could be added inside the enclosure to camoflauge 
the artificial trees/antennae; Siskowski stated there might be room. Politte pointed 
out that if there is room for real trees then there is room for another artificial 
telecomm tree. 

• Murphy asked if they could add an additional shorter tree to reduce the size of the 
pineapple. There are 2 live trees within the compound.  

• Siskowski stated that Tower Co is the lessee and owns the palm, Sprint 
(Clearwire) is the tenant, and Collins is the lessor. 

Motion: To DENY the application for the Clearwire Evergreen Nursery Telecomm 
project due to the ‘pineapple’ being unacceptably large. M/S/C – Bende/Politte/ 
discussion. 
Murphy noted that it sounds like the City is pushing this.  From a distance you will see 
the large pineapple, but not the antenna panels. 
Call for the vote - Approved, 14 in favor – 0 against – 0 abstentions. 

c. Cresta Bella Monument Signs (Action Item) – Lynn Davis, Ruben Andrews (Graphic 
Solutions) 
Becker informed the group that RPPB previously requested a redesign of the signs per 
recommendations and Cresta Bella presented the redesign at the LUC meeting. 
Andrews reported that they have reduced the size of 2 of the signs, redesigned the sign 
per RPPB’s recommendations; 3 signs are on the property’s corners and one at Cresta 
Bella’s entrance on Carmel Mtn. Rd. Per the plans (handout), B1 & B2 are smaller is 
stature - 5′6′′ high and 12′ wide. The corners of all signs have been rounded and drop 
down. The 2 larger signs, 6′ high x 25′ wide signs give the visual impression of a lower 
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height due the corner drops. Signage setback at Carmel Mtn. Rd. x Peñasquitos Dr. is 
approximately 19′. Cresta Bella was also asked to mask the ground lighting from the 
street. They have also added low landscaping in front to hide the lighting fixture from the 
street. 
Becker asked if they would present the other diagrams showing other similar 
neighborhood signs: Vons Shopping Center, Casa Blanca 
Signs are set back approx. 26 - 29′ back from the curb. 
i. Planning Board Member Comments:   

• Politte is concerned with the sign(s) locations/elevations to the street, renderings 
do not accurately depict how the signs will really look. Example: rendering for 
sign on corner of Peñasquitos Dr. X Carmel Mountain Rd. does not reflect the 
hillside that will climb behind the sign or the buildings on the hilltop; deceiving.  

• Spurr stated there is no grading information included. 
• Barker stated that the renderings seem to show all the landscaping they are 

planning, but not the background. There will be a hillside and 30′ buildings 
behind these signs. Becker stated this is an application for the signs only. 

• Clark asked for information on materials to be used; ledger stone with glazed tile 
front, letters are recessed. 

• Keating stated he likes the new design, but prefers all signs at sidewalk level like 
Casa Blanca. Davis stated that signs must be at least 15′ back from property line. 

• Spurr, referencing signs B1 & B2, was concerned about height of the finished 
signs which will be placed up the hillside giving the impression of a much larger 
sign; prefers at street/pedestrian level. 

• Becker noted that that B1 & B2 are only 12′ long and the applicant made the 
changes requested with the curving corners to blend better with the landscaping; 
although they could be dropped down closer to street level.  

• Politte compared the Canyon Rim sign across the street. Andrews & Davis stated 
that both the Gerana St. signs would be up the hillside and setback 16′. Briefly 
discussed the Gerana St. x Carmel Mtn. Rd. intersection size with turn lanesin 
both directions. Politte added there are lot of accidents at that intersection also. 
Andrews stated that the signs will be couched in landscaping and will blend into 
the landscaping/hillside. Politte added that we are at a disadvantage because we 
were not allowed to see the plans for the development, grading, elevations, etc. 
We can talk about heights and imagine, but photo sims or accurate renderings 
would help us make a more informed decision.  

• Becker asked if the applicant was inclined to provide story pole renderings/sims 
and meet with the community to discuss further. Andews stated his concern that 
they have provided everything the City requires.  

• Bende reminded the group that the application is just about the signs. 
• Becker added, the applicant has set is back further than required, but suggested 

that it needs to move down the hill further.  
• Keating questioned the applicant’s need/rationale for B2 (Gerana St. x Cuca St.) 

which is located on a less visible corner, in the neighborhood, and across from 
private residences on a side street and why use a smaller sign at B1 (Gerana St. x 
Carmel Mtn. Rd.) which is a major corner of the property. Suggest they switch A2 
and B1.  
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• Becker inquired if B2 could be moved to the entrance on Cuca St. instead of 
placing on the corner which would allow it placed at street level and not on a hill. 

• Spurr asked for clarification on setback requirements, 15′ from curb; 
representative stated that signs are approximately 26′ – 29′ back from curb. 

• Keating asked for the rationale of the B2 sign; Davis stated that it is there for 
traffic flow, and it’s a different corner of the property announcing the property. 

• Clark inquired about the sign lighting type/times of illumination and if lighting 
would reflect on the glazed tiles. Representative stated that the lighting would be 
angled, low level lighting hooked up to the landscape lighting. Clark added that 
lighting would be reflective on glazed tile, could be distracting to drivers entering 
the community especially during winter months/commuting hours during 
darkness. Becker added that the Park Village area has low voltage lighting, 40 
watt fluorescents, that are on from dusk to dawn. RPPB could include conditions 
in motion. 

• Sandstrom added that most marquees are on from dusk to dawn. There was 
discussion about the use of safety lighting as in parking areas vs. landscaped sign 
areas.  

Motion: To approve the project. M/S/C – Bende/Sandstrom/discussion. 
• Group discussion about amendments to the motion included: matte finishes, 

removing or moving sign B2.  
• Keating preferred that B2 be removed, because the sign is located across the street 

from private residences, and it is redundant - traffic has already driven by the 
other signs to get to that corner.  

• Becker asked if the applicant would consider moving B2 to the Cuca St. entrance? 
Andrews stated that they would examine the possibility of moving B2 to the Cuca 
St. entrance and if not possible, they may delete this sign. Discussion by members 
of ‘may’ and Andrews followed that they would delete B2 if they could not move 
it. 

• Clark requested that the motion be amended to include matte finishes with low 
levels of light adequate to illuminate the text. Bende seconded the amendment to 
the motion. 

• Barker asked if B2 language to move or eliminate would be included as an 
amendment to the motion. Bende disagreed - this language should not be 
included. The applicant is aware of our concern/request to move or remove B2 
and it is their decision to do so.  They are within their rights to place the signs on 
their property within the city guidelines which they have done. 

The following amended motion was put up for a vote. 
Motion: To approve project as presented with the condition that the sign(s) finishes are 
matte with low levels of light adequate to illuminate the text. M/S/C – Bende/Sandstrom/ 
Approved 10 in favor – 3 against (Barker, Politte, Keating) – 0 recusals - 0 abstentions. 

d. Public Parks Tot Lot Upgrades (Action Item) – Bill Diehl 
Diehl informed the group that the Tot Lot at Canyonside Park was closed last week due 
to broken apparatus. The manufacturer is out of business.  This tot lot is to be completed 
in 2010. He reminded the group of loans made from community funds to upgrade parks 
in Rancho Peñasquitos previously. Upgrades would be similar to what was installed at 
Ridgewood Park. 
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Canyonside Park & Rolling Hills Park (2009 completion schedule) Tot Lots are next in 
line for upgrades and he would like to propose a loan of $350,000 for each park from the 
Park Views Estate Community Fund (fund is to be used for PQ park upgrades) which has 
approximately $1Million left in the fund. Costs have increased and we get comparable 
park tot lots within that pricing; 30% is for administrative expenses. He added that these 
funds will be repaid when FBA monies become available with new construction at 
Rhodes Crossing. 
Additional information: Hilltop Park upgrade which included 2 Tot Lots & fields cost 
approx. $1.4million. Canyonside’s Tot Lot is presently designed for 1 age group and he 
would like to upgrade and expand it to accommodate 2 age groups because the present 
location planned for a 2nd tot lot is unacceptable. 
Motion: To approve making a loan of $700,000 from Park View Estates Fund #392044 
to upgrade Canyonside Park & Rolling Hills Park Tot Lots ($350,000 each); to be repaid 
when FBA monies are received from Rhodes Crossing Development fees.  M/S/C – 
Sandstrom/Spurr/Approved, 14 in favor – 0 against – 0 abstentsions. 

e. BMR North Village Design Guidelines (Action Item) – Bill Dumka 
Dumka recused himself.  
Black Mtn. Ranch is proposing a change to the North Village Design Guidelines page 
111. Presently, the Maximum Permitted Gross Floor Area calculation guidelines have 
locations #1 (0.80 FAR basis) & #2 (0.60 FAR basis) listed separately, not in the table, 
which is causing confusion for builders. The proposal is to include in the table with pre-
calculated Total Maximum Sq. Ft., # Dwelling Units, and Maximum Sq. Ft. per DU in 
the table. (see handouts for specifics). There is no change to total permitted sq. footage. 
i. Planning Board Member Comments:   

• Bende asked if you had one of the smallest lots, you are still tied to the FAR? 
Dumka stated that you would be tied to the total for that lot according to the table. 
Dumka added that this change affects lot sizes 5,000 – 10,000 sq. ft. giving the 
smaller lot a slight advantage, but height limits and setbacks will limit any benefit 
(includes garages & phantom spaces). The average size house proposed to-date is 
3,200 sq. ft. with 3-car garages and phantom space gets them up to 4,000 sq. ft. 
which is still short of the maximum of 4,700 sq. ft. 

• Becker stated that the LUC has reviewed and approved these changes, moving the 
proposal to the full board. 

Motion: To approve making the modification to the BMR North Village Design 
Guidelines as presented. M/S/C – Bende/Sandstrom/Approved, 12 in favor – 0 against – 
2 recusals (Dumka, Spelta). 

8. REPORTS. 
a. Chair Report – Charles Sellers, not present. 
b. Vice-Chair Report – Jon Becker 

- Black Mtn. Rd. downhill from Canyon View Elementary is experiencing seepage from 
the natural spring again. Heverly is looking into available funds to remedy, it is on the list 
with Capital Improvements projects to be reviewed. Pedestrians are going out onto the 
street to avoid it. 
- Community Signage in Torrey Highlands is beginning the process of review and hopes 
that PQ can dust off previous sign plans (5 monument signs) and get these done, getting 
them into Capital Improvements soon. Pricing continues to go up. 
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c. Secretary Report – Jeanine Politte, no report. 
d. Standing Committee Reports: 

 Land Use (Jon Becker) 
- Upcoming Process 3 projects, 2 lots each with a 3 story home west of 11526 
Almazon St. Site Development permit on ESL.  
- Hamidy property on Almazon St. has been graded but no activity in the last few 
months. Becker is trying to contact Hamidy to check on status, further activity. 
- Grant info was received, $5000 ASLA monies if interested. 

 Telecomm (Lynn Murphy) – no report 
 

e. Ad Hoc Committee Reports: 
 Cresta Bella/Doubletree (Dan Barker) – no report 
 Our Lady of Mt. Carmel (Joost Bende)  

- Keating reported that the traffic study has been approved; no other report. 
 PPH Community Wellness Campus (Jon Becker)  

- No report other than traffic remedies in the works. 
 Santa Fe Summit II & III (Scot Sandstrom) – no report 

 
f. Liaison and Organization Reports: 

 Black Mountain Open Space Park (Bill Diehl) 
- Glider Port & loop trails - work completed 
- Black Mtn. Rd. x Carmel Valley Rd. - A iron boiler that was dumped, was being cut 
up by Water Authority to remove and started a fire, but has finally been removed. 
- Still working on trail system for BMOSP – Trails for All 

 CPCI Facilities Financing (Bill Diehl) – no report 
**  Sandstrom asked if the Pump Station is completed yet? Group would like a report 
on status. 

 MCAS Miramar Community Leaders Forum (Dennis Spurr) 
- F35B variant of EIS for Miramar & Yuma is complete. 11 operation squadrons and 
1 training/evaluation squadron have been approved for the west coast. Presently have 
8 squadrons of F18 here and 4 at Yuma. Plan to continue using both bases. F35B is 
replacing the Harrier and F18 over the next 10 years. Vertical mode will only be 
within the confines of the base and all conventional modes will follow the existing 
paths. Politte emailed the report to distribution list for review/comment. 

 PQ Fire Safe Council (Dennis Spurr) 
- Held a home assessment meeting at private residence on May 8th, small turn out, 
good feedback. Folks are getting interested in what this council is doing. May do 
another assessment in July in Park Village area. 
- Dumka stated that the State has adopted the Fire Hazard Map, most of San Diego is 
within the fire map. This is causing new construction requirements; no more wood 
siding, decks, balconies, roofing, etc. Can use fire treated lumber but it is very 
expensive and there is at least a 6 week delay in getting materials. Everything is 
coming ‘Shelter in Place’. Interior sprinkler requirements are coming next. Stucco & 
stone will be the materials of choice. 

 PQ Town Council (Mike Shoecraft) – no report 
 Recreation Council (Jim LaGrone) 

- Diehl reported that Park & Rec approved $20,000 in their budget to cover additional 
hours of operation at Canyonside and Hilltop Park for special events; approx. 700 
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hours more than what the City allocates. 
- Flag Day at Hilltop Park is June 13th. 
- July 2nd Fireworks at Westview H.S. 
- July 31st Time Warner Movie in the Park at Canyonside 
- August 13 – Polynesian Night at Hilltop Park 
- October 15 – October Fest at Hilltop Park 
- December 4 – Winter Wonderland at Hilltop Park 
- Park Board denied request to make Kate Sessions Park Alcohol free. Neighbors had 
requested, but it only drives the drinkers to the next park. Work together to find a 
solution. 
- 2011 Fee Schedule was approved but its not right. Usually Rec Councils get 10% of 
the income for classes, they went to $10 per hour instead – local R & C’s did not have 
time to review prior to vote. May not affect PQ P & R much due to relationship with 
YMCA. 
- Skate Park vandalism over the weekend with graffiti in the office & restrooms. 
Checking into how this might have happened and changes needed to rectify. 

 Los Pen Canyon Psv CAC (Jon Becker) 
- Heverly is working on getting RPPB a seat; previously discussed. 

 Park Village LMAD (Jon Becker) 
- Existing contractor has resigned, new should be on board shortly. 

 Peñasquitos East LMAD (Bill Diehl) – no report-  
 Torrey Highlands LMAD (Morri Chowaiki) 

- Reviewed 4 sign proposals, now taking selected signage to community asking for 
input/coments on design/placements, etc. Will bring to RPPB for approval. 

 CalTrans/SANDAG - Transportation (John Keating) 
- Continue to follow: Salmon River Rd. angled parking, Peñasquitos Drive 
crosswalks between church & Doubletree, SR56 Bike bridge tunnels & path. 

 
Upcoming RPPB meeting dates: June 30, 2010 in lieu of the July meeting, No meeting in 
August, and then meet on September 8, 2010.  
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:55pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Jeanine Politte, RPPB Secretary 
 
Approved 6/30/10, 8 in favor - 0 against - 1 abstention (Sellers). 
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Table A-1

Parcel 19, Parcel Map No. 18504

Area Total Dwelling Maximum
Location

A

Maximum Permitted Floor Area Calculation

8.34 ac./363,247 s.f. 0.80 290,597 s.f. 69 4212 s.f.

(2)

G

I

Gross

(3)

(1)(acres/sq. ft.) FAR Maximum Sq. Ft. Units Sq. Ft. per DU

B

C

D

E

F

H

9.44 ac./411,381 s.f. 0.80 329,105 s.f. 78 4219 s.f.

8.15 ac./355,014 s.f. 0.80 284,011 s.f. 84 3381 s.f.

3.83 ac./167,009 s.f. 0.80 133,607 s.f. 36 3711 s.f.

2.22 ac./96,747 s.f. 0.80 77,397 s.f. 22 3518 s.f.

5.12 ac./223,027 s.f. 0.80 178,422 s.f. 55 3244 s.f.

7.45 ac./324,696 s.f. 0.60 194,818 s.f. 60 3247 s.f.

3.16 ac./137,562 s.f. 0.60 82,537 s.f. 29 2846 s.f.

10.13 ac./441,263 s.f. 0.60 264,758 s.f. 70 3782 s.f.

Notes:

1. Parcel 19 is Zoned RS-1-14 with a permitted Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.60

and RX-1-2 with a permitted FAR of 0.80.

2. The areas shown in the table at right exclude the following: all public and

private streets, 10 ac. elementary school site, 5 ac. public park site, POA open

space and park sites. See Section 143.0410 (b)(1)(2) of the Municipal Code.

3. For further information regarding FAR and gross floor area refer to Section

113.0103 - Definitions and Section 113.0201 - Rules for Calculation and

Measurement of the Municipal Code.

4. The Maximum Permitted Gross Floor Area on a per dwelling basis shown

hereon cannot be modified without the approval of the Director of

Development Services, City of San Diego pursuant to Planned Development

Permit No. 40-0528.

Parcel 19, Parcel Map

No. 18504 Boundary
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1

1

2

2

2 1
Maximum Permitted Gross Floor Area

within this area shall be calculated on

an individual residential gross lot area

basis using 0.80 FAR. (See Note 3)

Maximum Permitted Gross Floor Area

within this area shall be calculated on

an individual residential gross lot area

basis using 0.60 FAR. (See Note 3)

2
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VTM/PDP 40-0528
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North Village
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A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

1

2

Table A-1

Parcel 19, Parcel Map No. 18504

Maximum Permitted Gross Floor Area Calculation

8.34 ac./363,247 s.f.

9.44 ac./411,381 s.f.

8.15 ac./355,014 s.f.

3.83 ac./167,009 s.f.

2.22 ac./96,747 s.f.

5.12 ac./223,027 s.f.

7.45 ac./324,696 s.f.

3.16 ac./137,562 s.f.

10.13 ac./441,263 s.f.

49.67 ac./2,164,008 s.f.

50.63 ac./2,205,263 s.f.

0.80

0.80

0.80

0.80

0.80

0.80

0.60

0.60

0.60

0.80

0.60

290,597 s.f.

329,105 s.f.

284,011 s.f.

133,607 s.f.

77,397 s.f.

178,422 s.f.

194,818 s.f.

82,537 s.f.

264,758 s.f.

1,731,206 s.f.

1,323,158 s.f.

69

78

84

36

22

55

60

29

70

365

280

4,212 s.f.

4,219 s.f.

3,381 s.f.

3,711 s.f.

3,518 s.f.

3,244 s.f.

3,247 s.f.

2,846 s.f.

3,782 s.f.

4,743 s.f.

4,726 s.f.

Area(2)

(acres/sq. ft.)
FAR(1)

Total

Maximum Sq. Ft.
Dwelling

Units

Maximum(3)

Sq. Ft. per DU
Location

Notes:

1. Parcel 19 is Zoned RS-1-14 with a permitted Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.60

and RX-1-2 with a permitted FAR of 0.80.

2. The areas shown in the table at right exclude the following: all public and

private streets, 10 ac. elementary school site, 5 ac. public park site, POA open

space and park sites. See Section 143.0410 (b)(1)(2)(4) of the Municipal

Code.

3. For further information regarding FAR and gross floor area refer to Section

113.0103 - Definitions and Section 113.0201 - Rules for Calculation and

Measurement of the Municipal Code.

4. The Maximum Permitted Gross Floor Area on a per dwelling basis shown

hereon cannot be modified without the approval of the Director of

Development Services, City of San Diego.

Parcel 19, Parcel Map

No. 18504 Boundary

CAMINO DEL SUR

C
A

M
IN

O
D

E
L

S
U

R

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL

SITE

PASEO DEL SUR

PUBLIC
PARK
SITE

PASEO DEL SUR

A

B

C

F

D
E

I
H

G

1

1

2

2

2 1
Maximum Permitted Gross Floor Area

within this area shall be calculated on

an individual residential gross lot area

basis using 0.80 FAR. (See Note 3)

Maximum Permitted Gross Floor Area

within this area shall be calculated on

an individual residential gross lot area

basis using 0.60 FAR. (See Note 3)
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1

2

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

Table A-1
Maximum Permitted Gross Floor Area Calculation

Parcel 19, Parcel Map No. 18504

49.67 ac./2,164,008 s.f.

50.63 ac./2,205,263 s.f.

8.34 ac./363,247 s.f.

9.44 ac./411,381 s.f.

8.15 ac./355,014 s.f.

3.83 ac./167,009 s.f.

2.22 ac./96,747 s.f.

5.12 ac./223,027 s.f.

7.45 ac./324,696 s.f.

3.16 ac./137,562 s.f.

10.13 ac./441,263 s.f.

0.80

0.60

0.80

0.80

0.80

0.80

0.80

0.80

0.60

0.60

0.60

1,731,206 s.f.

1,323,158 s.f.

290,597 s.f.

329,105 s.f.

284,011 s.f.

133,607 s.f.

77,397 s.f.

178,422 s.f.

194,818 s.f.

82,537 s.f.

264,758 s.f.

365

280

69

78

84

36

22

55

60

29

70

4,743 s.f.

4,726 s.f.

4,212 s.f.

4,219 s.f.

3,381 s.f.

3,711 s.f.

3,518 s.f.

3,244 s.f.

3,247 s.f.

2,846 s.f.

3,782 s.f.

(2)Area
(acres/sq. ft.)

(1)FAR
Total 

Maximum Sq. Ft.
Dwelling

Units

(3)Maximum
Sq. Ft. per DU

Location

Notes:

1. Parcel 19 is Zoned RS-1-14 with a permitted Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.60 
and RX-1-2 with a permitted FAR of 0.80.

2. The areas shown in the table at right exclude the following: all public and 
private streets, 10 ac. elementary school site, 5 ac. public park site, POA open 
space and park sites. See Section 143.0410 (b)(1)(2)(4) of the Municipal 
Code.

3. For further information regarding FAR and gross floor area refer to Section 
113.0103 - Definitions and Section 113.0201 - Rules for Calculation and 
Measurement of the Municipal Code.

4. The Maximum Permitted Gross Floor Area on a per dwelling basis shown 
hereon cannot be modified without the approval of the Director of 
Development Services, City of San Diego.
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No. 18504 Boundary
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